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REMARKS 

The Applicants respectftilly request reconsideration of the present application in view of 
the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

In response to the final Office action dated September 13, 2007 ("Action"), the 
Applicants filed an Amendment After Final on February 5, 2008, paying the fee for a two-month 
extension of time to respond. In an Advisory Action mailed March 6, 2008, the Examiner 
indicated the amendments made in the Amendment After Final would not be entered. 

In the present amendment, the Applicants make amendments similar to those shown in 
the Amendment After Final. The Applicants have made editorial changes to the language added 
to claim 1 and 17 ("accepting" is now "parameterizing"). The Application supports the changed 
language at, for example, page 1 1 . The following remarks are largely repeated fi'om the 
Amendment After Final. 

Upon entry of the present amendment, claims 1-12, 17-25, 30, 39-40, and 45-64 are 
pending in the application. The Action rejects claims 1-12, 17-25, 30, 39-40, and 45-52. 
Claims 1, 17, 18, and 30 are independent. Claims 1, 2, 17, 18, and 30 have been amended. 
Claims 53-64 are added. No claims have been allowed. 

Cited Art 

The Action cites Sun et al. (US 20030053541) ("Sun publication") and Florencio et al. 
(US 6,125,147) ("Florencio patent"). 

Amendments 

Editorial amendments have been made to claims 1, 2 and 18. Claims 17 and 30, which 
were previously dependent on claims 1 and 18, respectively, have been re- written in independent 
form. Claims 17 and 30 should be allowable for the same reasons as claims 1 and 18, 
respectively, as explained below. Claims 53-64, which are modeled on pending dependent 
claims already examined, have been added to depend fi'om newly-independent claims 17 and 30. 
No new matter is added. 
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Patentability of Claims 1. 5, 6. 8-12. 17-19. 21-25, 30. 39, 40 and 48 under 35 USC S 102 

The Action rejects claims 1, 5-6, 8-12, 17-19, 21-25, 30, 39, 40, and 48 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by the Sun publication. Applicants respectfully submit the claims 
in their present form are allowable over the cited art. For a 102(e) rejection to be proper, the 
cited art must show each and every element as set forth in a claim. [See MPEP § 213 1 .01 .] 
However, the cited art does not teach or suggest each and every element of these claims. 
Accordingly, Applicants request that all rejections be withdrawn. Claims 1 and 18 are 
independent. 

Claim 1 

Claim 1, as amended, recites, in part: 
encoding the video data; 

parameterizing control information other than the encoded video data, 
wherein the control information facilitates adjustment by a decoder of post- 
processing filtering of the video data after decoding of the encoded video data, the 
adjustment being based at least in part on processing capability available to the 
decoder; and 

outputting the encoded video data as well as the control information 
[Emphasis added.] The Application provides examples of parameterizing the control 
information separately from the video data. "Among other things, the application relates to 
techniques and tools for specifying control information, parameterizing control information, 
signaling control information, and filtering according to control information." [Application, at 
page 11.] 

The entropy coder ( 380 ) puts compressed video information ( 395 ) in the 
buffer ( 390 ). . . . 

In addition, [to the video information] the encoder ( 300 ) accepts control 
information for filtering operations. The control information may originate from a 
content author or other human operator, and may be provided to the encoder 
through an encoder setting or through programmatic control by an application. Or, 
the control information may originate from another source such as a module 
within the encoder ( 300 ) itself The control information controls filtering 
operations such as post-processing de-blocking and/or de-ringing filtering, as 
described below. The encoder ( 300 ) outputs the control information at an 
appropriate syntax level in the compressed video information ( 395 ). 
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[Application, at page 18, line 9 to page 19, line 2; emphasis added.] The application continues, 

discussing examples of receipt, at a decoder, of control infomiation separately from video data. 

[See, e.g., Application, at page 19, line 16 to page 21, line 20.] 

The Sun publication, in contrast, describes using motion compensation information 

already found in encoded video data to determine when to skip filtering. [Sun publication, at 

paragraph 0028.] The Sun publication 's reliance on part of the encoded video data itself to 

determine when to skip filtering does not teach or suggest, and in fact leads away from, 

"parameterizing control information other than the encoded video data (as recited in claim 1) 

as this mechanism in the Sun publication relies solely on part of the encoded video data itself In 

its rejection of claim 18, the Action maintains previous rejections over the Sun publication. The 

previous rejection cites to block 94 of Figure 5 of the Sun publication, labeled "Post Filter" as 

well as paragraph 0028, which states: 

The motion estimation and compensation information available during 
video coding are used to determine when to skip deblock filtering in boxes 78, 90 
and/or 94. Since these coding parameters are already generated during the 
encoding and decoding process, there are no additional coding parameters that 
have to be generated or transmitted specially for skip mode filtering. 

[Sun publication, at paragraph 0028; emphasis added.] At paragraph 0017, the Sun publication 

describes using coded video data to determine whether to skip filtering: 

FIG. 2 illustrates a reference frame 42, reference frame 48, and a current 
frame 40 that is currently being encoded or decoded. The coding parameters for 
blocks 44 and 46 are compared to determine whether the deblock filtering 
should be skipped between the two adjacent blocks 44 and 46. One of the 
encoding parameters that may be compared is the motion vectors (MV) for the 
blocks 44 and 46. 

[Sun publication, at paragraph [0017]; emphasis added.] Thus, the Sun publication's system 

specifically uses motion estimation and compensation information to decide whether or not to 

skip filtering, which leads away from "parameterizing control information other than the 

encoded video data" as recited in claim 1. 

The Sun publication then goes on to discuss to discuss a process of skipping filtering at 

Figure 6, and accompanying text: 

The motion estimation and compensation information available during 
video coding are used to determine when to skip deblock filtering in boxes 78 , 90 
and/or 94, Since these coding parameters are already generated during the 
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encoding and decoding process, there are no additional coding parameters that 
have to be generated or transmitted specially for skip mode filtering. 

FIG. 6 shows is further detail how skip mode filtering may be used in the 
filters 78, 90, and/or 94 in the encoder and decoder in FIG. 5 . The interblock 
boundary between any two adjacent blocks "i" and "k" is first identified in box 
100. . Decision box 102 compares the motion vector mv(j) for block j with the 
motion vector mv(k) for block k. It is first determined whether the two adjacent 
blocks j and k have the same motion vector pointing to the same reference frame. . 

It is then determined whether the residual coefficients for the two adjacent 
blocks are similar. If there is no significant difference between the image 
residuals of the adjacent blocks, for example, the two blocks j and k have the 
same of similar D. C. component (dc(j) dc(k)), then the deblock filtering process in 
box 104 is skipped. . . . 

In one embodiment, only the reference frame and motion vector 
information for the adjacent image blocks are used to determine block skipping. 
In another embodiment, only the D.Q and/or A.C. residual coefficients are used 
to determine block skipping. In another embodiment, the motion vector, reference 
frame and residual coefficients are all used to determine block skipping, 

[Sun publication, at paragraph 0028-0031 ; emphasis added.] As this passage shows, while the 

Sun publication describes the skipping of deblocking filtering, it describes determination of a 

need to skip filtering based only on information found in the blocks, which leads away from 

"parameterizing control information other than the encoded video data" as recited in claim 1 . 

Finally, Applicants note that claim 1 also recites, "the adjustment being based at least in 
part on processing capability available to the decoder." Even if the Sun publication's skipping of 
filtering is taken to imply "adjusting," the Sun publication does not describe adjusting "based at 
least in part upon the available processing capability" as recited in claim 1 , as the Sun 
publication's skipping decision uses contextual information for the blocks themselves. 

For at least these reasons, the Sun publication does not teach or suggest the above-recited 
language of claim 1 and thus does not describe each and every element of claim 1. Claim 1, as 
well as claims 5, 6, 8-12, 39 and 40 which depend fi-om claim 1, are thus allowable and 
Applicants request their allowance. Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate 
patentability of dependent claims 5, 6, 8-12, 39 and 40. Independent claim 17, which includes 
the above-cited language of claim 1 , should also be allowable. 



Page 12 of 14 



RCF:kbr 03/12/08 868561 306570.01 
PATENT 



Attorney Reference Number 3382-66954-01 
Application Number 10/680,072 



Claim 18 

Claim 18, as amended, recites: 

receiving encoded video data in a bitstream as well as control information 
in the bitstream for controlling post-processing filtering, the control information 
comprising data in the bitstream other than the encoded video data; 

wherein the control information facilitates adjustment by a decoder of the 
post-processing filtering, the adjustment based at least in part on processing 
capability available to the decoder, 

[Emphasis added.] For at least the reasons discussed above with respect to the "other than the 

encoded video data'' and ''based at least in part upon the available processing capability'^ 

language of claim 1, the Sun publication does not teach or suggest at least the above-emphasized 

language of claim 18 and thus does not describe each and every element of claim 18. Claim 18, 

as well as claims 19, 21-25 and 48, which depend from claim 18, are thus allowable and 

Applicants request their allowance. Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate 

patentability of dependent claims 19, 21-25 and 48. Independent claim 30, which includes the 

above-cited language of claim 1 8, should also be allowable. 

Patentability of Claims 45. 46 and 49-52 Under 35 USC S 103(a) 

The Action rejects claims 45, 46, and 49-52 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over the Sun publication in view of the Florencio patent. Each of claims 45 and 46 depends from 
claim 1, and each of claims 49-52 depends from claim 18. As explained above, the Sun 
pubHcation fails to teach or suggest at least one element of each of claims 1 and 18. The 
Florencio patent fails to remedy this shortcoming. The Florencio patent describes "a method and 
apparatus for reducing breathing artifacts" (see Florencio patent, at Abstract) but, taken 
separately or in combination with the Sun publication, still fails to teach or suggest the above- 
cited language of claims 1 and 8, respectively. For at least this reason, dependent claims 45, 46, 
and 49-52 should be allowable. Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate 
patentability of dependent claims 45, 46, and 49-52. 

Patentability of Claims 2-4. 7. 20 and 47 

The Action does not address dependent claims 2-4, 7, 20 and 47. Each of claims 2-4 and 
7 depends from claim 1, and each of claims 20 and 47 depends from claim 18. As explained 
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above, the cited references, taken separately or in combination, fail to teach or suggest at least 
one element of each of claims 1 and 18. For at least this reason, dependent claims 2-4, 7, 20 and 
47 should be allowable. Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate patentability of 
dependent claims 2-4, 7, 20 and 47. 

Request for Initialed Form 1449 for Information Disclosure Statement 

Applicants note that the Action did not include an initialed copy of the Form 1449 which 
accompanied an Information Disclosure Statement filed on June 11, 2007. Applicants request 
the Examiner provide an initialed copy of the Form 1449. 

Interview Request 

If the claims are not found by the Examiner to be allowable, the Examiner is requested to 
call the undersigned attorney to set up an interview to discuss this application. 

Conclusion 

The claims in their present form should be allowable. Such action is respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



KLARQUIST SPARKMAN, LLP 



One World Trade Center, Suite 1600 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: (503) 595-5300 
Facsimile: (503) 595-5301 



By 




Registration No. 47,027 
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